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© Current Speed Limit Legislation in Michigan
& 600 miles of Rural Freeways to 75 mph
= Truck/bus limits 10 inph below auto limit
¢ 900 miles of Trmklines to 60 or 65 mph
© Other roads remain at 55 mph {general limit)
© Limits below 55 based on access points or engineering studies

e MDOT speed limit policy research project
@ Initial Scope (02/13): Truck/bus differential speed limit
© Scope Increase (11/13): freeway spaed limits
© Scope Increase {07/14): Non-freewayspeed limits
© Project concluded summer 2015

Nationwide
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Billn. Utah set to bump spee
Posn freeways to 70 rnph.
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Recent Policy Changes Nationwide
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Recent Policy Changes - it
Nationwide Findings

® Increases have generally occurred on select
segments (i.e., not system-wide)

e Feasibility determined based on engineering
studies, evidence, and data
& 85th percentile speeds
@ Realistic, reasonable, and appropriate speed limits

© Speeds typically increase by 1-2 mph per 5 mph
speed limit increase {lowa, Louisiana}

& Too soon for safety anaiysis

& Unknown economic impacts

Historical Perspective - S
Impacts of Policy on Safety @

e Safety impacts of important Federal actions

e 19741987
@ 55 mph maximum speed limit on all U.S. roadways
& Traffic fatalities decreased by ~7,500 annually

s 19871995
& &5 mph allowed on rural interstates
o Teafficfatalities increased by 29 percent

@ 1995—present
# Maximur spead limits contralled by states
@ More than 12,500 total additional fataiities (through 2005)




Historical Perspective -
Speed vs. Crash Risk
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Maximum Freeway Speed Limits 'a
(2016) |
Effects of Speed Limit Policy on
Fatal Crashes Nationwide (1999 - 2011) 333>

60-65 mph maximum speed limit  Baselineg Baseline

70 mph maximum speed iimit +31.0% +i7.1%
75+ mph maximum speed limit +54.0% +48.3%
Uniform speed limit Baseline Baseline

Differential speed limit Not Significant -20.5%

‘Fhe following variables were controlled in the analysis:
VMT, Seat Belt Use Laws, Population, Annual Mean Temperature

Freeways
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Truck/Bus Differential Speed Limits :
(2016) i
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Effects of Recent Speed Limit Increases
on Urban Freeways in Michigan
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Control Segments

-10.4% -3.0%
(70 -> 70) %
Segments with Speed Limit increase +13.9% +15.1%
{55 > 65 or 70)

* Included portions of: US-127-Lansing; -4956~Lansing: F198-Grand Rapids; US-131 -Grand Rapids; A-14-
Ann Arbor; RE4-Jackson; M20RIS-10-Midtand; ~75-Sottinwes! Datratt

¢ Tontrolied Before-and-Afler Study

¢ Crasch Duta for 2005-2008 Sefore) and 2011-2012 {aktar)




Freeway Speed Data Collection
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Speed Results — Trucks/Buses
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Speed Results — Passenger Vehicles

Passenger Vehicle Models B
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Benefit/Cost Analysis —
Freeways (Systemwide Analysis)

Current Speed Limit  Proposed Speed Limit  Benefit/ Cost

7060 mph 70/65 mph 0.75
70/60 mph 70/70 mph 0.67
70/60 mph 75/70 mph 0.65
Ff60 mph 20/70 mph 0.62
E5/55 mph 70/70 mph 0.27

Consldered costs and benefits refated to:
Infrastructure upgrades.
Travel time and fued consumption
Traffic crashes

Non-Freeways

- Maximum Non-Freeway Limits

Undlvided Divided




Rural Trunkline Speeds by Region

Passenger Vehicles " Trocks/Buses
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Rac'ar Data Callection at 100 Iocations. during uly 2014

User Benefits and Costs —
55 mph to 65 mph :;f:f"

® Speeds estimated to increase by 3.4 mph
e Travel time decreases by 5.5- 5.7 %
= Fuel consumption increases by 4.6 - 5.0 %

® Value-of-time savings outweigh fuel costs by:
@ 1.06 for heavy trucks {$0.0019/mile}
a 2.98for passenger vehicles ($0.0113/mile)

@ Increasing the speed limit to 65 mph is expected to
increase the total crash rate by 3.3% AND shift the
crash severity towards more severe injuries

Benefit/Cost Analysis — saite
Non-Freeway Scenarios z37
65 mph Trunkiine Speed Limit Impi. fon Scenarjo  B/C

Scenario 1: Lower Risk; Lower Cost Candidates

{M-28 and US-2) 13
Scenarig : tower Risk; Moderate Cost Candidates 1.12
Scenario 3: All Lower Risk Candidates 0.94
Scenario 4: Alt MDOT 55 mph Trunklines 6.77
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Speed Limit
Implementation
Recommendations
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Implementation Recommendations

s Systemwide application of increased maximum
speed limits {freeways or non-freeways) is not
desirable from a safety or economic standpoint

e identify “Lower Risk/Lower Cost” candidate
segments for further consideration

e Perform project-level engineering, aperations,
safety, and infrastructure cost assessment prior to
final segment selection
& Can’t ignore federal design standards

Selection of Candidates 532 :

e For freeways, candidate locations may include:
« High 85 percentile speed/low speed variance
w Low crash and injury rates
& Favorable roadway geometry {high design speeds)
e Uncongested and with few truck volumes
& Low interchange density
@ fFor non-freeways, candidate locations may include:
& Low crash and injury rates
® Favorable roadway geometry (high design speeds)

¢ Few characteristics that pose safety risk (curves/hills,
driveways, schools, intersections, SRZs, NPZs)




